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B. Additional Fee Charges or Credit for Overpayment 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fees under 37 C.F.R. §§ 1.16, 1.17 
and 1.18 which may be required during the entire pendency of the application, or credit any 
overpayment, to Deposit Account No. 03-1740. This authorization also hereby includes a 
request for any extensions of time of the appropriate length required upon the filing of any reply 
during the entire prosecution of this application. A copy of this sheet is enclosed . 

Respectfully submitted, 

CHRISTENSEN O'CONNOR 
JOHNSON KINDNESS PLLC 

Joy Y. Xiang 
Registration No. 55,747 
Direct Dial No. 206.695. 1 607 

I hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited with the U.S. Postal Service in a sealed 
envelope as first class mail with postage thereon fully prepaid and addressed to Mai* Stop AF, Commissioner for 
Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450, oK the below date. Jl (I 

Date: 

JYX:mmw/nfs 



LAW OFFICES OF 
CHRISTENSEN O'CONNOR JOHNSON KINDNESS™* 
1420 Fifth Avenue 
Suite 2800 
Seattle.. Washington 98101 
-2- 206.682.8100 

MSFTVl 72291 48 A2.DOC 




MAIL STOP AF 



IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



Applicants: S.C. Cottrille et al 
Application No.: 09/339,733 



Attorney Docket No.: MSFT1 17229 



Group Art Unit: 2176 



Filed: 



June 24, 1999 



Examiner: A.D.C. Romero 



Title: 



SCALABLE COMPUTING SYSTEM 
FOR MANAGING ANNOTATIONS 



RESPONSE 



Seattle, Washington 98101 



December 10, 2004 



TO THE COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS: 

Applicants respectfully request that the above-identified application be re-examined. 

The final Office Action mailed on September 22, 2004 ("Office Action") rejected all of 
the claims (1-28) of this application. Claims 1-28 were rejected under 35 U.S. C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over the teachings of U.S. Patent No. 6,687,878 Bl ("Eintracht") taken in 
view of the teachings of U.S. Patent No. 6,332,144 Bl ("DeVries"). 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 1.111, and for the reasons set forth herein and expressed during a 
telephone interview with the Examiner on November 10, 2004, applicants respectfully request 
reconsideration and allowance of this application. 

Prior to discussing the reasons why applicants believe that all of the claims in this 
application are allowable, a brief discussion of the present invention, followed by a brief 
discussion of the cited and applied references, is presented. The following discussions of 
applicants' invention and the cited and applied references are not provided to define the scope or 
interpretation of any of the claims of this application. Instead, these discussions are provided to 
help the United States Patent and Trademark Office better appreciate important claim 
distinctions discussed thereafter. 

Summary of the Invention 

The present invention addresses one of the shortcomings of previous forms of providing 
content by providing a scalable computing system that associates annotations with content 
sources. The annotations are stored on the servers of the highest order tiers of a multiple-tier 
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annotation system wherein each higher tier server includes more annotation information than 
lower tier servers. 

An exemplary system embodying the present invention includes one or more tier III 
servers for storing annotations associated with one or more content sources. The annotations 
stored on the tier III server are indexed on one or more tier II servers. In turn, the location of the 
index is stored on one or more tier I servers. Inquiries sent to the tier I server identify a relevant 
tier II server or servers and the tier II server or servers identify a relevant tier III server or 
servers. Obviously, embodiments of the present invention can include more than three tiers of 
servers, three being the minimum. In the exemplary three-tier embodiment, tier I servers are 
rapid access servers that, in response to the receipt of a document identifier, quickly advise a user 
if annotations exist for a content source and the location of an index of such annotations. The 
tier II servers store the indices and, in response to a user inquiring, provide index information, 
which identifies the tier III servers storing the annotations. 

As can be seen from the above description, the present invention provides multiple tiers 
of servers that progressively provide more specific information about an annotation (or 
annotations) associated with a particular content source. Those of ordinary skill in the art and 
others will also appreciate that a multiple-tier annotation system is readily scalable because of its 
nodal nature. The nodal nature allows each tier level to be expanded (or contracted) as required 
without requiring that other tiers be simultaneously expanded (or contracted). A multiple-tier 
annotation system allows frequently accessed lower tiers of servers to provide minimal 
information and, in effect, filter access to less frequently accessed higher tiers that provide more 
information. In the example described above, a tier I server can point to a plurality of tier II 
servers for indexed information about annotations and each tier II server in turn can point to one 
or more tier III servers where the annotations are located. Such a system distributes both the 
bandwidth processing and memory loads associated with obtaining progressively more detailed 
information. Additionally, as noted above, each tier can be expanded as processing loads 
increase to provide an efficient increase in processing power, without disturbing the over-all 
multiple-tier annotation system, making the system readily scalable. Expansion can occur by 
changing capacity on a tier level by either changing the capacity of a single server if a tier is 
formed by a single server, or by changing the number of servers forming a tier if a tier is formed 
by multiple servers. 

The invention is also directed to posting an annotation on a multiple-tier annotation 
system. A client sends an annotation post to a tier III server that saves a portion of the 
annotation post and sends a second portion to a tier II server. The tier II server stores the second 
portion and sends association information for the annotation to a tier I server. Storing a 
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hierarchy of annotation information on multiple tiers of servers allows queries of the multiple- 
tier annotation system to be performed more efficiently. In such a system, while lower tier 
servers get more queries, they also process less information. Thus, query response time is 
reduced. Higher tier servers, which process more information, get fewer queries since the lower 
tier servers act as filters for the higher tier servers. 

Summary of Cited and Applied References 

Summary of Eintracht 

Eintracht purportedly teaches a system for collaborative document annotation, employing 
a central notes server and multiple notes clients. It teaches storing notes such as annotations 
associated with a document in a notes database on the central notes server. The central notes 
server also contains a Web server application, which functions to capture requests from one or 
more notes clients for creating, storing, editing, and retrieving annotations related to specific 
documents stored on the notes server. A notes client functions to display the document that a 
user wishes to annotate and also provides the tools necessary to permit the user to create, add, 
delete, retrieve, and store notes. 

A synchronization process transmits the annotation generated by the user from the notes 
client to the central notes server. In response, the central notes server transmits back an 
acknowledgement along with any new notes that other notes clients may have posted since the 
last synchronization was performed. As a result, Eintracht enables multiple notes clients to 
annotate a document asynchronously with respect to each other. When a notes client posts a 
page to the central notes server, the state of the annotation database is synchronized such that all 
other notes clients can retrieve the current, up-to-date annotations associated with a document. 

In summary, Eintracht provides a system that has a central notes server and one or more 
notes clients. Nowhere does Eintracht teach a multiple-tier annotation system wherein each 
higher tier server includes more annotation information than lower tier servers. Nor does 
Eintracht teach posting a hierarchy of annotation information on a multiple-tier annotation 
system. 

Summary of DeVries 

DeVries purportedly provides a multimedia annotation system in a networked 
environment. The annotation system of DeVries includes a number of servers (a librarian, an 
index database server, a media database server, etc.). Specifically, DeVries is directed to 
annotating digital video and/or audio streams in an online environment. DeVries has no 
provision for increased loads due to potentially vast numbers of annotations or Web pages. 
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DeVries does not disclose a scalable multiple-tier computing system, much less a multiple-tier 
hierarchical annotation system of the type contemplated by the present invention. Neither does 
DeVries teach posting a hierarchy of annotation information on a multiple-tier annotation 
system. 

The Claims Distinguished 

The Office Action has failed to show, and the applicants are unable to find, where any of 
the cited and applied references, either alone or in combination, disclose, teach or suggest the 
subject matter of the claimed invention. Among other differences, none of the cited and applied 
references teaches, discloses, or suggests storing annotations on the servers of a higher tier and 
information about annotations on the servers of lower tiers of a multiple-tier hierarchical 
annotation system. As noted above, neither Eintracht nor DeVries provides readily scalable 
systems, much less scalable systems employing multi-tier hierarchical annotation servers of the 
type contemplated by the present invention. As discussed more fully below, Claims 1-28 clearly 
recite scalable methods, computer-readable media, or computing systems not taught or even 
remotely suggested by Eintracht or DeVries, taken alone or in combination. 

Rejection of Claims 1-9 Under 35 U.S.C. $ 103(a) 
Claim 1, in its present form, reads as follows: 

1. A computing system for managing annotations, the computing 
system comprising: 

a tier III server to store data for the annotations; 

a tier II server to maintain an index of the data for the annotations stored 
on the tier III server; and 

a tier I server to determine if a content source has data indexed by the 
tier II server. 

Claim 1 recites a multiple-tier computing system that provides an easily scalable way of 
retrieving annotation information. Neither of the cited references teaches the subject matter 
recited by Claim 1. As described above, Eintracht is directed to a system consisting of a central 
notes server and multiple notes clients. Nowhere does Eintracht teach a multiple-tier computing 
system comprising a tier I server, a tier II server, and a tier III server. The Office Action alleges 
that Eintracht teaches a multi-tiered computing system because Eintracht shows a Web server 54 
connected to the central notes server 58, which is connected to the document file server. See 
Office Action, page 15. The Office Action regards the notes database in Eintracht as the tier III 
server recited by Claim 1 and the central notes server in Eintracht as the tier II server recited by 
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Claim 1. See Office Action, pages 2-3. Based on this reading of Eintracht by the Office Action, 
the notes database should be distinguishable from the central notes server. However, Eintracht 
teaches that the notes database is located on the central notes server. See Eintracht, Abstract and 
Col. 3, lines 13-17. In these portions of text, Eintracht teaches that the central notes server — the 
alleged tier II server — hosts the notes database, the alleged tier III server. Therefore, Eintracht 
teaches that the central notes server and the notes database are of the same tier. Consequently, 
nowhere does Eintracht teach a multiple-tiered computer system that has a tier III server storing 
the annotations, a tier II server maintaining an index of the annotations stored on the tier III 
server, and a tier I server determining if a content source has data indexed by the tier II server. 

Further, even if the Web server application, the central notes server, and the document 
file together make a multiple-tier computing system — which applicants categorically deny — such 
a multiple-tier computing system does not include a tier III server for storing annotations. As the 
Office Action correctly concluded, Eintracht does not teach a notes database for storing 
annotations as a tier III server. See Office Action s page 3. 

The Office Action recognized that Eintracht fails to teach a tier III server and suggests 
that DeVries makes up for this failure. Applicants respectfully disagree. As noted above, 
Claim 1 recites a tier III server to store data for the annotations. The cited and applied reference, 
DeVries, contains no teaching or suggestion of a tier III server. The Office Action appeared to 
equate DeVries' teaching of an index database server to the tier III server recited in Claim 1 . 
Applicants respectfully disagree. The index database server of DeVries is not a tier III server of 
the type recited in Claim 1 . DeVries' index database server is an initial query server (Col. 7, 
lines 27-45), not one of the three tier servers in a multiple-tier annotation server system as recited 
in Claim 1 . Further, there is no teaching or suggestion that the DeVries index database server 
has any relations with a tier I or a tier II server. 

In summary, none of the cited references discloses or suggests, alone or in combination, 
the multiple-tier computer system recited in Claim 1. Thus, applicants submit that Claim 1 and 
all the claims dependent therefrom (Claims 2-9) are clearly allowable. 

Because Claims 2-9 include additional recitations that further distinguish them from the 
teachings of Eintracht and DeVries, Claims 2-9 are also submitted to be allowable for additional 
reasons. For example, Claims 4-6 recite that each of the tier I, tier II, and tier III servers 
comprises a plurality of servers. The Office Action suggested that Eintracht teaches the subject 
matter recited by Claims 4-6. Applicants respectfully disagree. Applicants have been unable to 
locate any pertinent subject matter in the portion of Eintracht (Col. 8, lines 44-46) referenced in 
the Office Action. In this portion of text, Eintracht notes that the Eintracht invention can be 
implemented to operate over an intranet, Extranet, or the Internet. In the context surrounding 

LAW OFFICES OF 
CHR1STENSEN O'CONNOR JOHNSON KINDNESS™* 
1420 Fifth Avenue 
Suite 2800 

"5- Seattle, Washington 98101 

MSFTU 7229AM4.DOC 206.682.8 1 00 



this portion of text, Eintracht teaches that the central notes server functions in conjunction with a 
Web server and remote file servers. Eintracht does not teach a multiple-tier computing system 
comprising a tier I server, a tier II server, and a tier III server, where each of the tier I, tier II, 
tier III servers comprise a plurality of servers as recited in Claims 4-6. Accordingly, Claims 4-6 
are submitted to be allowable for this reason as well. 

Claim 7 recites a client software stored on a tier III server to allow a user to view a type 
of annotation. Contrary to what the Office Action suggested, Eintracht does not teach this 
subject matter. The Office Action equated Eintracht's teaching of a database to be a useful tool 
for tracking all annotations and other activities with the subject matter recited in Claim 7. 
Applicants respectfully disagree. The teaching of a database as a useful tool for tracking all 
annotations and other activities does not teach or suggest client software stored on a tier III 
server to allow a user to view a type of annotation. Nowhere does Eintracht disclose, teach, or 
suggest a tier III server, or client software stored on a tier III server that allows a user to view a 
type of annotation. Accordingly, Claim 7 is submitted to be allowable for this reason as well. 

Rejection of Claims 10-21 Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
Independent Claim 10, in its present form, reads as follows: 

10. A computerized method of posting an annotation, the method 
comprising: 

sending an annotation post from a client to a tier III server; 
storing a portion of the annotation on the tier III server; 
sending a second portion of the annotation from the tier III server to a 
tier II server; 

storing the second portion of the annotation on the tier II server; 

sending association information from the tier II server to a tier I server; 

and 

storing the association information on the tier I server. 

Claim 10 recites a method of posting a hierarchy of annotation information by a client on 
the various tiers of a multiple-tier annotation system. As the above discussion of Claims 1-9 
shows, none of the cited and applied references teaches a multiple-tier annotation system. 
Further, none of the cited and applied references teaches the posting of a hierarchy of annotation 
information. Applicants have been unable to locate any pertinent subject matter in the portions 
of Eintracht (Col. 7, lines 45-47; Col. 10, lines 40-03; and Abstract) referenced in the Office 
Action. For example, in these portions of text, nowhere does Eintracht teach "sending a second 
portion of the annotation post from the tier III server to a tier II server that is separate and 
distinct from the tier III server." Eintracht specifically teaches that the notes database is on a 
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central notes server. See Eintracht, Abstract and Col. 3, lines 13-17. Therefore, the notes 
database is not separate and distinct from the notes server. Further, nowhere does Eintracht 
teach storing various portions of an annotation on multiple tiers of servers that are separate and 
distinct from each other. 

Further, while correctly recognizing that Eintracht fails to teach a tier III server, the 
Office Action suggested that DeVries makes up for this failure. Applicants respectfully disagree. 
As the above discussion for Claims 1-9 shows, DeVries 1 index database server is not a tier III 
server of the type recited in Claim 10. 

Therefore, applicants assert that the subject matter of Claim 10, taken as a whole, is 
clearly not taught or suggested by the cited and applied references and, thus, Claim 10 is clearly 
in condition for allowance. Since Claims 11-21 are dependent from Claim 10, Claims 11-21 are 
submitted to be allowable for at least the same reasons noted above. 

Because Claims 11-21 include additional recitations that further distinguish them from 
the teachings of the cited and applied references, they are submitted to be allowable for 
additional reasons. For example, Claim 12 recites "notifying the client of a successful post to the 
tier III server." None of the Eintracht and DeVries references teaches, discloses, or suggests 
notifying a client of a successful post to a tier III server. In fact, there is no teaching of notifying 
the client of a successful post of an annotation to any server as far as the applicants have been 
able to determine. Applicants have not been able to locate any pertinent subject matter in the 
portions of text in either Eintracht or DeVries referenced by the Office Action. The Office 
Action alleges that Eintracht teaches "notifying the client of a successful post to the tier III 
server" in that the notes server validates the user name and password of the user and in that 
Eintracht has the capability of notifying users when note events are received by the notes server. 
See Office Action, page 16. Eintracht's teachings of the notes server authenticating the user, and 
the suggestion that Eintracht has the capability of notifying users, in no way suggests that 
Eintracht actually teaches notifying the client of a successful post to the server. Further, 
nowhere does Eintracht teach that the notes server is a tier III server and the Office Action itself 
regards the notes server as a tier II server. See Office Action, pages 2-3. In summary, 
Eintracht's teaching of communication with a notes client does not teach "notifying the client of a 
successful post to the tier III server." Accordingly, Claim 12 is submitted to be allowable for this 
reason as well. 

Similarly, Claim 14 recites "notifying the tier III server of a successful post to the tier II 
server." As none of the Eintracht and DeVries references teaches, discloses, or suggests such 
communication between multiple-tier annotation servers, clearly none of the references teaches 
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notifying a tier III server of a successful post to a tier II server. Therefore, Claim 14 is submitted 
to be allowable for this reason as well. 

Claim 1 5 recites notifying a tier II server of a successful post to a tier I server. As 
already noted above, none of the Eintracht and DeVries references teaches a tier I server or a tier 
II server. Therefore, Claim 1 5 is submitted to be allowable for this additional reason. 

Rejection of Claims 22-24 

Independent Claims 22-24, in their present form, read as follows: 

22. A computer-readable medium having stored thereon a "client-to- 
tier III server" data structure comprising: 

a first field containing data representing a context document identifier; 
a second field containing data representing a body of the annotation; 
a third field containing data representing generic properties of the 
annotation; 

a fourth field containing data representing type specific properties of the 
annotation; 

a fifth field containing data representing a URL for a tier III server for 
receiving and storing a portion of the post of the annotation; 

a sixth field containing data representing a URL for a tier II server for 
receiving and storing a portion of the post of the annotation; and 

a seventh field containing data representing a URL for a tier I server for 
receiving and storing associations for the annotation. 

23. A computer-readable medium having stored thereon a "tier III 
server-to-tier II server" data structure comprising: 

a first field containing data representing a context document identifier; 
a second field containing data representing generic properties of the 
annotation; 

a third field containing data representing a URL for a tier III server for 
receiving and storing a portion of the post of the annotation; 

a fourth field containing data representing an identifier for the portion of 
the post of the annotation stored on the tier III server; 

a fifth field containing data representing a URL for a tier II server for 
receiving and storing a portion of the post of the annotation; and 

a sixth field containing data representing a URL for a tier I server for 
receiving and storing associations for the annotation. 

24. A computer-readable medium having stored thereon a "tier II 
server-to-tier I" server data structure comprising: 

a first field containing data representing a context document identifier; 
a second field containing data representing an indexing identifier of the 
annotation; 
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a third field containing data representing a URL for a tier II server for 
indexing the annotation; and 

a fourth field containing data representing a URL for a tier I server for 
receiving and storing associations for the annotation. 

As already discussed above with regard to independent Claims 1 and 10, none of the 
Eintracht and DeVries references teaches, discloses, or suggests a multiple-tier annotation 
system with tier I, II, and III servers, let alone such a system wherein the URLs of the tier I, II, 
and III servers are distinct from one another. As the Eintracht and DeVries references are not 
directed to a multiple-tier annotation system that is readily scalable in order to handle changes in 
the number of users, it is apparent that none of the Eintracht and DeVries references renders the 
data structures recited in these computer-readable medium claims obvious under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a). Accordingly, Claims 22-24 are submitted to be allowable. Claims 22-24 are submitted 
to be allowable for at least one additional reason. More specifically, Claims 22-24 recite data 
structures that relate to the posting of annotations on a multiple-tier annotation system. As none 
of the cited and applied references teaches or suggests such annotation posting, as discussed 
above with regard to Claim 10, none of the cited and applied references teaches or even remotely 
suggests the data structures and their respective data fields stored on computer-readable medium 
as recited in Claims 22-24. For this reason as well, Claims 22-24 are additionally submitted to 
be allowable. 

Rejection of Claims 25-28 Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
Independent Claim 25, in its present form, reads as follows: 

25. A computerized method for managing annotations, the method 
comprising: 

storing within a tier I server a plurality of associations with references to a 
tier II server for each association; 

storing within a tier II server an indexing identifier for each one of the 
annotations and storing within the tier II server a reference to a tier III server for 
each one of the annotations; 

storing within a tier III server content for each one of the annotations; 

receiving by the tier I server from a client a context document identifier; 

and 

providing a first response to the client from the tier I server, wherein the 
first response comprises one for more associations for the context document 
identifier and the reference to the tier II server for each one of the associations. 
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As already discussed above with regard to Claim 1 and Claim 10, none of the Eintracht 
and DeVries references teaches, discloses, or suggests a multiple-tier hierarchical annotation 
server system with separate and distinct tier I, II, and III servers, let alone M a plurality of 
associations with reference to a tier II server for each association." Clearly, none of the Eintracht 
and DeVries references, alone or in combination, renders Claim 25 obvious. Therefore, 
applicants assert that Claim 25 is allowable. Since Claims 26-28 are dependent from Claim 25, 
Claims 26-28 are submitted to be allowable for at least the same reasons noted above. 

Claims 26-27 include additional recitations that further distinguish them from the 
teaching of Eintracht and DeVries and, thus, are submitted to be allowable for additional reasons. 
For example, Claim 26 recites that the tier II server receives from the client a "selection 
identifying one of the association for the document identifier" and provides the client a second 
response. The Office Action suggested that Eintracht teaches the subject matter recited by 
Claim 26. Applicants respectfully disagree. Applicants have been unable to locate any pertinent 
subject matter in the portion of Eintracht (Col. 10, lines 24-26) referenced in the Office Action. 
In this portion of text, Eintracht describes a note agent, which is an integrated part of the Web 
server application, transferring requests to aliased URLs to the central notes server. Therefore, 
Eintracht does not teach that the tier II server receives from the client a selection identifying one 
of the associations for the document identified. In addition, Eintracht teaches that the central 
notes server receives a request for aliased URLs, instead of receiving a selection identifying one 
of the associations for the document identifier. 

Further, Eintracht does not teach providing a second response to the client, let alone a 
second response that "comprises a header for each of the annotations associated with the 
document identifier and the reference to the tier III server for each annotation." The second 
response improves the efficiency of the present invention. A first response is received from a 
tier I server, which gives a simple and quick response indicating whether annotations exist, while 
the second response from the tier II server gives further information and identification of a 
tier III server that stores the associated annotation. Such behavior and capabilities are not taught, 
disclosed, or suggested by the Eintracht and DeVries references. The Office Action alleges that 
Eintracht teaches such a secondary response. See Office Action, page 16. Applicants 
respectfully disagree. In the portion of text in Eintracht (Col. 4, lines 13-37) cited by the Office 
Action, Eintracht teaches a first response comprising the document type and a representative of 
the requested document. Eintracht also teaches a secondary response comprising one or more 
notes associated with the document, displaying the representation of the document and the 
associated one more notes locally on the client. Eintracht further teaches a third response 
comprising an updated list of notes associated with the document, the list of notes incorporating 
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any note events previously received from other clients. Therefore, nowhere does Eintracht teach 
a second response in the mariner recited by Claim 26. For example, none of the three responses 
taught in Eintracht has a header for each of the annotations associated with the document 
identifier. Nor does Eintracht teach any of the three responses containing a reference to the 
tier III server for each annotation. Accordingly, Claim 26 is submitted to be allowable for this 
reason as well. 

Claim 27 includes the recitation of "providing a third response to the client from the 
tier III server." Since none of the Eintracht and DeVries references teaches a third response, 
Claim 27 is submitted to be allowable for this reason as well. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing comments, applicants respectfully submit that all of the claims 
in this application are clearly allowable in view of the cited and applied references. 
Consequently, reconsideration and reexamination of this application, allowance of rejected 
Claims 1-28, and passage of this application to issue at an early date are respectfully solicited. If 
the Examiner has any questions or comments concerning this application, the Examiner is invited 
to contact the applicants' undersigned attorney at the number below. 



Respectfully submitted, 

CHRISTENSEN O'CONNOR 
JOHNSON KINDNESS PLLC 

Joy Y. Xiang 
Registration No. 55,747 
Direct Dial No. 206.695.1607 
E-Mail Address: joy.xiang@cojk.com 



CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

I hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited with the U.S. Postal Service in a sealed 
envelope as first class mail with postage thereon fully prepaid and addressed to Mail Stqjp AF, Commissioner for 
Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450, on the below date. 



Date: 



JYX:mk/nfs 
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